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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 08 February 2006 . 
2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) E3 Claim(s) 15-27 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [>3 Claim(s) 15. 17-21 is/are rejected. 

7) [2I Claim(s) 16. 22-27 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 08 February 2006 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1) D Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) E| Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date 02/08/06 . 6) □ Other: . 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office - — — _ _ ~*~ = — - 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20060421 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Examiner acknowledges a submission of the amendment and arguments filed on 
February 8, 2006. Claims 1 - 14 are deleted. New Claims 15 - 27 are added. An Office 
Action follows. 

Objection 

Claims 15 and 22 are objected to due to a missing word in the sentence: "an 
output from the ac high voltage being via the balancing unit to the electrodes". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pitel et al. (US 6,259,591 ) in view of Gefter et al. (US 6,850,403). Regarding Claim 
15, Pitel et al. disclose following element of the Claim: ac high voltage generator (60 
and 62 in Fig. 3); one pair of ionizing electrodes provided with different polarity from the 
AC high-voltage generator (47 and 49 in Fig. 2), and an element for producing (106a 
and 106b in Fig. 2) a voltage drop connected to each of the cages for generating an 
external electric field by using the ion current from each electrode, passing through the 
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element for producing a voltage drop. It further discloses some of the ions generated 
from the electrodes escaping outside and moving in direction of other electrode due to 
the presence of electric field between the electrodes (shown in Fig. 1B and 1C). 

However, it does not disclose the electrodes mounted in separate cages and 
balancing unit. Gefter et al. disclose the electrodes (7 and 8 in Fig. 1 ) mounted in 
separate conducting cages (the upper and bottom spaces separated by element 1 1 in 
Fig. 1) located adjacent to each other, each of the cages provided with an opening 
opposite the electrode. It further discloses a balancing unit for balancing ion currents 
emitted by each of the electrodes (see Fig. 6, col. 5, lines 10 - 26). 

Both references have the same problem solving area, namely providing bipolar 
air ionizers. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have modified the Pitel et al. solution by adding the 
balancing mechanisms according to Gefter et al., because as Gefter et al. state (col. 3, 
lines 1 1 - 56), to maintain electrically neutral flow of ions, separate electrodes in 
different cages and balancing mechanisms are to be used, while electrically neutral flow 
of ions is necessary to neutralize the electrostatic charges accumulated on the surface 
of the ESD sensitive devices. 

Regarding Claim 17, Pitel et al. disclose the ion currents from both electrodes 
passing through Capacitive network common for these currents (106a and 106b in Fig. 
2). 

Regarding Claims 1 8 and 20, Gefter et al. disclose at least one of the ion 
currents emitted through the cage is used for providing a feedback signal for comparing 
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the feedback signal with a reference signal to control the AC high-voltage generator, for 
stabilizing ion emission (see Fig. 6, col. 5, lines 10 - 26). A motivation for modification of 
the primary reference is the same as above. 

Regarding Claims 19 and 21 , Pitel et al. disclose an indicator for indicating the 
need for cleaning the electrodes from dust or repair (Clean signal in Fig. 4, col. 10, lines 
26 - 29). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 . Claims 22 - 27 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
Objection, set forth in this Office action. 

2. Claims 16 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant in his Arguments attempts to disqualify the Pitel reference on the basis 
that it does not deal with the use of currents of corona electrodes for stabilization, 
balancing or for establishing a potential difference between cages (page 8, paragraph 
4). Claims 16 and 22 including such limitations of using the currents of corona 
electrodes for establishing the potential difference between cages are allowed. 

Use of the corona currents for other purposes has been disclosed by Gefter et al. 
Applicant further contends: "in Pitel, the cages are not mentioned". In response to 
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applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicant further contends that in the Pitel reference: "[The operating voltages] of 
the electronic circuit components mounted inside the generator that are not connected 
with any structural components outside the generator " (page 8, 2 nd paragraph). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(connection of the operating voltages with structural components outside the generator) 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
2. As to Gefter et al. reference, Applicant attacks the reference on the basis of 
lacking some features not recited in the claims, such as use of corona discharge 
currents to stabilize the outgoing flux but not for taking the ions from the generator 
proximity to the outer space, which is not recited in the rejected claims. In response to 
applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's 
invention, it is noted that the. features upon which applicant relies (connection of the 
operating voltages with structural components outside the generator) are not recited in 
the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
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limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Zeev Kitov whose current telephone number is (571 ) 
272 - 2052. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00- 4:30. If attempts to reach 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Brian Sircus can 
be reached on (571) 272 - 2800, Ext. 36. The fax phone number for organization where 
this application or proceedings is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300 for all communications. 



Conclusion 



Z.K. 

4/30/2006 



BRIAN SIRCUS 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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